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Abstract: In this study, 10 varieties (strains) of fresh fruits of Lycium barbarum L. were used as materials,
and 19 physical and chemical qualities of the fruit, such as 100 grain weight, maximum single fruit weight,
hardness, chromatic aberration soluble solids, titratable acid and total sugar and flavonoids were determined.
Using the sensory evaluation method, 50 men and 50 women were instructed to evaluate the color, appearance,
bitterness and taste of the fresh fruits of L. barbarum L. Finally, the correlation between the physical and
chemical indexes and the sensory evaluation of fresh fruits of L. barbarum L. was analyzed. The results showed
that ‘14401’ had the highest total sugar content, ‘14-401" had the highest titratable acid content and ‘Z44’
and ‘14-4-4-13’ were significantly different from other strains as the hardest strains. The average score of fresh
fruit color, appearance, bitterness, and taste of 10 varieties (strains) was 3.30-7.43, 3.15-7.18, 4.20-7.85
and 4.06-8.78 respectively. The color, appearance and taste scores of ‘14-4-4-13’ were the highest, and
its bitter taste score was the lowest. The largest single fruit weight was positively correlated with male color
evaluation, male appearance evaluation, and comprehensive appearance evaluation, and negatively correlated
with female bitterness evaluation. Hardness was negatively correlated with male taste evaluation. Sugar acid ratio
was positively correlated with female bitterness evaluation. Color evaluation was positively correlated with
appearance and taste evaluation. Bitterness evaluation was negatively correlated with appearance and color

evaluation, and negatively correlated with mouth. There was a significant positive correlation between sensory
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evaluation and appearance evaluation.
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Table1 Ranking of overall sensory evaluation indicators

- % SN TR (mP

oy s (R ) (i AR (R ) A (R) 1455 AR (R ) 1455
1 14-4-4-13 7.432.51° 14-4-4-13 7.1842.78" TS 7.85£2.37° 14-4-4-13 8.78+1.55°
2 14-16 6.94+2.71% 7168 6.9422.72° 16-23-7-8  7.27x2.31* 14-16 7.69+2.00"
3 7168 6.67+2.70" 14-16 6.86+2.45" TS5 7.2542.33% 7168 7524217
4 104 5.712.82¢ 104 6.57+2.52* 104 7.25+2.30° 744 6.66+2.39
5 16-23-7-8  5.61x2.24 744 5.79£2.56" 744 6.97£2.03" 104 6.48£2.73
6 14-401 520£2.12  16-23-7-8  5.40+1.98" 14-401 6.93+2.3" 14-401 6.45£2.60"
7 744 4.89+2.17*% 14-401 474£237%  14-2-3-20  6.35£2.70' 14-2-3-20  5.852.39"
8 TS5 4.50+2.35° 14-2-3-20  4.29+2.010° 7168 6.29+2.74 16-23-7-8 5.72+2.89°
9 14-2-3-20 4.37£2.29° TS5 4.23+2.42° 14-16 6.20+2.88 TS5 5.22+2.56°
10 THR1% 3.30+2.92" TS5 3.15+3.04" 14-4-4-13 4.2042.72¢ TH 15 4.06+2.80!

Y RIFING 5 R 7 2 5 B3, P<0.05.
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Table 2 Ranking of sensory evaluation indexes of 10 varieties ( strains)
Hey (uREICE D) Tk (Z) M) HMI(%) UNEED) k(L) FU&() FE (%)
1 14-4-4-13 14-4-4-13 14-4-4-13 14-4-4-13 TR 1% TR 1% 14-4-4-13 14-4-4-13
2 7168 14-16 7168 104 104 16-23-7-8 14-16 14-16
3 14-16 7168 14-16 14-16 744 TS5 7168 744
4 16-23-7-8 104 104 7168 TS5 14-401 14-401 7168
5 104 16-23-7-8 744 744 16-23-7-8 104 14-2-3-20 104
6 14-401 14-401 16-23-7-8  16-23-7-8 14-401 744 104 14-401
7 744 744 TAL5 S 14-401 7168 14-2-3-20  16-23-7-8  16-23-7-8
8 14-2-3-20 TS5 14-2-3-20  14-2-3-20 14-16 14-16 744 14-2-3-20
9 TS 5 14-2-3-20 14-401 TS 5 14-2-3-20 7168 TS5 TS5
10 T 15 TR 1S TS TS 14-4-4-13  14-4-4-13 TS TH1 5
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Fig.1 Radar chart of sensory evaluation of different varieties
(strains ) of wolfberry

MEEbREZ —, (HAMEPER RS T Fok RN SR
RV H e T, R R A eI o | A7 3 (g
HIEEIR , AR E . “14-4-4-13" 075
AN VRSP e i, LN 2 T D 1575k
PEOrdRe i, BRIk iR 1, “14-4—-4—137 3 IR PR A1
HIFRUS 22N

10 A RO ML S 22 (A LR 2.

BLBaBbEcOh

14-16  14-2-3-20 THL 5%

FH 1

5 16-23-7-8

(R )

14-401 744 104 14-4-4-13

ANTF/ING SRR RN ) il A ] 22 57 1 25 (P<0.05)
2 1041 @(R)MCEREEE
Fig.2 Color difference value of fresh fruit of 10 varieties ( strains) of wolfberry
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Fig.3 Total sugar content of fresh fruit of 10 varieties (strains) of wolfberry
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Fig.4 Titratable acid content of fresh fruit of 10 varieties ( strains ) of wolfberry
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Fig.5 Hardness of fresh of fresh fruit of 10 varieties ( strains ) of wolfberry
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Table 3 Correlation analysis between sensory evaluation and physical and chemical indexes of fresh fruit of 10 varieties ( strains) of

wolfberry

i ?ﬁ aﬁ it ff'; SCE) AL fg fg Ak (”ﬁ Fﬁ g
R E 0.497 0.664" 0.603 0.492 0.757 0.639" -0.635"  -0.455 -0.553 0.521 0.286 0.587
053 -0.281 -0.285 -0.292 -0.170 -0.354 -0.268 -0.131 -0.245 -0.199 0.002 -0.642"  -0.038
EEEIEY) -0.211 -0.202 -0.213 -0.489 -0.445 -0.479 0.218 -0.184 -0.001 -0.548 -0.331 -0.356
J=yii -0.230 -0.421 -0.340 -0.489 -0.597 -0.556 0.579 0.208 0.388 -0.607 -0.130 -0.511

N E R 0.198 0.317 0.268 0.058 0.205 0.134 -0.448 -0.466 -0.471 0.333 0.189 0.418
PR -0.285 -0.440 -0.377 -0.087 -0.450 -0.274 0.297 0.196 0.249 -0.189 -0.365 -0.284
e -0.315 -0.361 -0.349 -0.127 -0.347 -0.242 0.136 0.020 0.075 -0.206 -0.622 -0.266

i TR -0.127 0.116 0.000 0.077 0.030 0.055 -0.335 -0.373 -0.366 0.233 -0.260 0.202
NH EE -0.175 0.037 -0.067 0.053 -0.037 0.009 -0.260 -0.308 -0.294 0.164 -0.331 0.123
B -0.044 -0.233 -0.147 0.101 -0.118 -0.008 -0.090 -0.071 -0.082 -0.038 -0.522 -0.063
L{E -0.356 -0.292 -0.333 -0.412 -0.290 -0.360 0.575 0.508 0.554 -0.620 0.313 -0.567
afl -0.198 -0.157 -0.183 -0.315 -0.066 -0.197 0.316 0.370 0.355 -0.429 0.398 -0.370

b {H -0.327 -0.211 -0.276 -0.445 -0.213 -0.339 0.447 0.415 0.442 -0.547 0.447 -0.472
cfl -0.177 -0.140 -0.163 -0.383 -0.123 -0.261 0.341 0.317 0.338 -0.466 0.445 -0.368
h{H -0.355 -0.201 -0.284 -0.446 -0.227 -0.346 0.440 0.380 0.419 -0.562 0.384 -0.479

AR EL 0.487  0.260 0.381 0.442 0.308 0.385 -0490 0423  -0.467 0.566 -0.280  0.527
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Continue table 3 Correlation analysis between sensory evaluation and physical and chemical indexes of fresh fruit of 10 varieties ( strains) of
wolfberry
o B0 ww P e e YR e TR TR e
4eER C -0.044 -0477 -0.278  -0.088  -0.331 -0.214 0.537 0.556 0.563 -0.272 0.039  -0.378
FHE0E -0.343 -0471 -0.423  -0475 -0435 -0.467 0.175 0.047 0.108 -0.506  -0.595 -0.439
Wz L -0.274  -0.460 -0.382  -0.321  -0.501 -0.420 0.656" 0.425 0.546 -0.609 -0.255 -0.605
(R 0.876™ 1 0.971" 0.828™  0.933™ 0.902"  -0.833" -0.741" -0.806" 0.867" 0.327 0.943™
i 0.966" 0.971" 1 0.887"  0.940™ 0.936™ -0.782" -0.691" -0.754" 0.872" 0.294 0.936™
ML 0.894" 0.828" 0.887" 1 0.903" 0976  -0.670" -0.453  -0.568 0.915™ 0.284  0.869"
SR 0.886™ 0.933" 0.940"  0.903" 1 0.975" -0.784" -0.558 -0.680"  0.889™ 0.374  0.908"
AN 0.912" 0.902" 0.936"  0.976™ 0975 1 -0.744"  -0.518 -0.639"  0.925™ 0.337  0.910™
iy -0.676" -0.833" -0.782" -0.670° -0.784" -0.744" 1 0.887"  0.966"  -0.820"  0.026 -0.909"
RS -0.592 -0.741"  -0.691° -0453 -0.558 -0.518  0.887" 1 0.976"  -0.599 0242 -0.767"
TR -0.648" -0.806" -0.754" -0.568 -0.680" -0.639" 0.966" 0.976™ 1 -0.720" 0.148  -0.856"
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135 3 AL, SRR B AL MR PN BTSN
WP (253G SN ULV 1 8 25 TE AR OG , Bd W17 2 5 %
THIACIX /NIRRT SR SR s i) 2 55 P
RO RSP AR AT BE 232 BRI/ INIRZ I
[Fl Fif , SRS R /INAE ZR B RS Lt o, ik 5 2R 52
PN TS AR RS DA OGRS T 2 U AR B B
@ T BERE A RXUR AR R bR
FILH RS RS B A — E AR SR, 7 B AR A 2R
SErpSEIE N R 2R T HOR K R SR R
RO EEP, I, SR B O S
PR 5 2 T AR S AT RSl R (5 RS
SR 2% S 005 LAY o

A RE 55 5 VAN B3 SRR O, RV RE R
FGE . SCRRERW] FE gt R b SRS 2 TRl
JEET Y RE N, TTRE R AP AT Ak B 2 T R

P2 RS G R P R R B 5 R
OMRBIRNE, BT SRR P RMG, tak
BRI P i 25 R 2, R P KR i i Y 2
PRz —o FESAMILEEER] LT PR IR AR RO A 0 1,
A LA HIPE I R UL B 43R, DL A
P, Ja E e e, UBHEIE 30, BAT G
A3 WL 2 TP R R B AR A AR AR B v
JRE PR P S CM=5 236 €SO3 I ) €
ZEMHZ AT R EHCNE . XA RESE Py PR T 0L
B OO P — AR — IR PE R, JF H 32
TR B BRI AR AR MR, D2k 9 b A8 1 LS A1
JEE A AN [+ L 2 HR IS 2 5 B 0 9 Bl 83 2 S R 2 2 i1l
4R . 78 SMET K SFPIR 5 h &), % TR 2 il

G I P AU, R AR R I SR A R W B
AT B RE D Y 28 5 AT RESR A T4R IS L D E4E
AR PR A, R, R — P B SEAN A (5 22 5 IR
BEFEPOAI R, T 20 R e A, e 4
T (R A ] X6 B 5 RTHR 5 A2 €0 BE T AR 25 9 i 3K
#, IF Bl 4 2R A R AURFR A, A BEARR R
ANIUE=R8

£ HIDAKA S5EPIRIHIFSE A 2B 0 2 s IR R o 14
FAWT, I ANWE LT (g 5 1 RIEE A SR . AR S
Freb o foR R 025 a 5 R LK FHEA 35 AR G
P, A [R] T3, n] BE 2 A e Il €,2 5 AT R )
Wi 2e e (HIEREPF P G Sk 2
FH G, 5 HEE A 3 B ARG, AR IERA T 5
LIRS

BEBR L5 2 M R PP R TEAR DG . ML B
B B P AR A LR AR (4 R 2R, f 46— 2295 IR
PETEIFRFFIN T BT v R PRI 2 I A
e R B BT BT S B 2R A5 1 SR D AL
B TEEFE RO , BA " R G5 Y B 2E
YRR o TR, MRS SR A 1 sz Z2 Rl ik
BRI, R R UL, RGBSR B 11 JR—
LG IR R 25 Z 2R R R .
FEACRERW], WL S P R B 35 IR AR G, AT
AE DR gL P X A A 2R S P A 37 S TR 14 A s L R
B, NI M B SR UR PPN . AHOCHE MR B, &
PEE IR PO 5 R SR 25 0O G, al BRI M AT
B SR AR BOR , Hok 7 R e S BT S Y
OO , B2 T i R 400 Jo F) 22 B 5 i 8 P s Ay



2021410 A
25 42 55 19 1)

RaftRnSAR

EElwR

-__ 26

WRITAT 5 e R B R E R R 2 AR S, W] BE A
PR2E 5 T B R AR B A 1 S AN )

RIS TR A P S SR R P TR A 58 48 Y, X
WA H B IR RN A 1) T BRI, SRR RNRR L[] 44 FH )
SR RO TR AR & K F O TR AY
P2 R LA o RIS ] R R ZEL 730 AN ] Fy R
{6, RIPRE T HH SRS H AR sl R R 52 M 2 /vl
AT TR BTSSR R B, S oy S R I
SR, H AU SR T 5 R A v A v, T R A
SRR HEXUR B AN BEAE ™, WSR3 R B Tie F 1k
L 0 T LR TR S50 R | nl vk R AL
SRR L8 JC 35 AR S, B W A R MR S v
(EANIA] , 3 T B ALY 17 365 8] podS A A e R 9 1
EOFOA BRI 22 524, BRI B RV R A A £
WS , A2 S R A (] R,

3 it

£ 100 I E P G PR A T, 10 A4S SRR (R D)
FOBE SR “ 1444137 (A5 AP 1RG0 1
L PRI, Rk iR SR G PPN S 2 T 2
TG, AT EE R R R B M
FEVEOY (B AESNUTEAN (Z5 G SNV 34 1 2 AR A O,
AP RN 2 2 DU G B S P B
B UM G R L 5 e PR R VP A B 3 TR AR O ; 35
VRN 5 AN L B W 2 1 AH OG5 35 R IEANY 5 4k
W EFEVEM Y W2 R OG5 BTN A 35 A
K AN 5 1T BT AR i 3 IE ARG . AR E
M A AT SR A SO AT e S 2 B4

SE A

[1] =2, AR T . AT A2 BEAE T B H I TR ). & T
A RH, 2018, 39(14): 330-334.

JIANG Lan, YANG Yi, JIANG Ronggao. Pharmacological action of
Chinese woltberry and its comprehensive processing utilization[J].
Science and Technology of Food Industry, 2018, 39(14): 330-334.

[2] ZHANG Q Y, CHEN W W, ZHAO ] H, et al. Functional constituents
and antioxidant activities of eight Chinese native goji genotypes[J].
Food Chemistry, 2016, 200: 230-236.

[3] LAMS C,LUO Z, WU D T, et al. Comparison and characterization
of compounds with antioxidant activity in Lycium barbarum using
high —performance thin layer chromatography coupled with DPPH
bioautography and tandem mass spectrometry[J]. Journal of Food
Science, 2016, 81(6): 1378—1384.

[4] fUGER, FhIE T T AR A A T AT B AR R I AT S J).
s EFZE2RE, 2017, 42(11): 2072-2077.

DAI Jinxia, DU Xiaoning. Antimicrobial and anti—tumor activities of

endophytes from Lycium barbarum of Ningxia[]]. China Journal of

Chinese Materia Medica, 2017, 42(11): 2072-2077.

[5] XUESJ,HU X H, ZHU L, et al. Protective functions of Lycium bar—
barum polysaccharides in H,O,—injured vascular endothelial cells
through anti-oxidation and anti—apoptosis effects[]J]. Biomedical
Reports, 2019, 11(5): 207-214.

[6] ZHU W, ZHOU S X, LIU J H, et al. Prebiotic, immuno—stimulating
and gut microbiota—modulating effects of Lycium barbarum polysac—
charide[J]. Biomedicine & Pharmacotherapy, 2020, 121: 109591.

[7] B, WZAse, 22 B, A5 T 32 i 0 M A A AC BF 2R Bt BT
BRI ET]. L 2, 2019(7): 132-139.

HUANG Ting, ZAO Shaoying, QIN Ken, et al. Quality evaluation of
fresh fruit of Lycium barbarum based on principal component analy—
sis[J]. Northern Horticulture, 2019(7): 132-139.

[8] KAFKALETOU M, CHRISTOPOULOS M V, TSANTILI E. Short—
term treatments with high CO, and low O, concentrations on quality
of fresh goji berries (Lycium barbarum L.) during cold storagel[J].
Journal of the Science of Food and Agriculture, 2017, 97(15): 5194—
5201.

(9] MUZASE, wite, Z2 R, S5 N[ SR (RO MIACEE RIS MERT 5], 7
BERMBHE, 2018, 59(6): 2, 17-18, 21.

ZA0 Shaoying, HUANG Ting, QIN Ken, et al. Study on storability of
different wolfberry fresh fruit strains[J]. Ningxia Journal of Agricul-
ture and Forestry Science and Technology, 2018, 59(6): 2, 17-18, 21.

[10] B{¥E, XU, R B, 55, SEEMIACHY & BTEOR BTN T B ARME
¥, 2013, 54(12): 151-154.

HUANG Ting, LIU Jian, QIN Ken, et al. Study on quality require—
ments for fresh wolfberry[J]. Ningxia Journal of Agriculture and
Forestry Science and Technology, 2013, 54(12): 151-154.

[11] ZE0 4, A H, 2. 2, 6- SR E MY S i TR U 2 £ SR80

HRIRJE AL VT, B FR2ER, 2012, 34(5): 507-509.
LI Runfeng, ZHAO Xiyan, GAO Yadi. Determination of ascorbic
acid content of fruits and vegetables with red color by 2, 6 —
dichlorophenolindophenol converse titration method[J]. Acta Nutri—
menta Sinica, 2012, 34(5): 507-509.

[12] BIANCHI T, GUERRERO L, GRATACOS —CUBARSI M, et al.
Textural properties of different melon (Cucumis melo L.) fruit types:
Sensory and physical-chemical evaluation[J]. Scientia Horticultur—
ae, 2016, 201: 46-56.

[13] SHIU J W, SLAUGHTER D C, BOYDEN L E, et al. Effect of the
shear—to—compressive force ratio in puncture tests quantifying wa—
termelon mechanical properties[J]. Journal of Food Engineering,
2015, 150: 125-131.

[14] RT7IA, 2L, XS/, S5 AN [ I3 B 7 A [m) 78 < f e Ak
T S BN R 5 S MR ). B Tl B, 2018, 39(21):
270-274, 279.
SONG Fangyuan, LI Jixin, DENG Xiaorong, et al. Effects of different
inflatable packaging on storage quality of fresh Lycium barbarum
under different storage temperatures[J]. Science and Technology of
Food Industry, 2018, 39(21): 270-274, 279.

[15] B2, L8, 2t W], 45, 6T o 170 HR A A 57 ol it T2 ke



HRF ROBMARASAER

2021 410 A
9425519

27

—

—

[t

W BIRIEENT [J]. &R, 2016, 37(23): 89-94.

CHEN Duoduo, KONG Hui, PENG Jinming, et al. Development of a
model for astringency estimation of persimmon tannin products
based on electronic tongue[J]. Food Science, 2016, 37(23): 89-94.
IR, ARAE, XM, 45, L0 AN S i vk Rk
i BT ICA R[], FRALKS 38— fk 24T, 2018, 54(1): 8-12.

HU Xiaofeng, LIN Min, LIU Huijun, et al. Non—destructive qualifi—
cation of kiwi—fruit by near infrared diffuse reflection spectrometry|J].
Physical Testing and Chemical Analysis (Part B: Chemical Analysis),
2018, 54(1): 8-12.

LAZARO A, DE LORENZO C. Texture analysis in melon landraces
through instrumental and sensory methods[J]. International Journal
of Food Properties, 2015, 18(7): 1575-1583.

MARTINS G F, FABI J P, MERCADANTE A Z, et al. The ripening
influence of two Papaya cultivars on carotenoid biosynthesis and
radical scavenging capacity[J]. Food Research International, 2016,

81: 197-202.

[19] Fsfitih, MRAEAE, Bl M, 45 AN R AR A B 20 8 b R

o3 B B ). AR ARl 244, 2012, 27(7): 723-727.

LU Xinkun, LIN Qihua, LU Xiumin, et al. Comparision on carotenoid
compositions and contents in different sweet pomelos[J]. Fujian
Journal of Agricultural Sciences, 2012, 27(7): 723-727.

HAE, w5, IR, S MR AR LT I IR A IR HE ).
Bl IR, 2017, 62(16): 1691-1698.

XIAO Jia, GAO Hao, ZHOU Zhengqun, et al. Recent progress in the
study of Zeaxanthin dipalmitate[]J]. Chinese Science Bulletin, 2017,
62(16): 1691-1698.

[21] Ak, ft, TRIEAL, 4. AL E S HIENE b2

FOFECHET]. B AR, 2018, 39(5): 81-86.

MI Jia, LU Lu, DAI Guoli, et al. Correlations between skin color and
carotenoid contents in wolfberry[J]. Food Science, 2018, 39(5): 81—
86.

[22] FEASIL, PRKObR, FNF5 i, 4. A ] S 2 RO it 28 2R S i

FHS A R G A A AR AR AL R Cly i L Bl 2o+ Ji R
PRI 218 SCEE. F AT T IR 2054, 2007: 198.

CHENG Jieshan, SHEN Huolin, SUN xiubo, et al. Changes of physi-
ological and biochemical indexes related to firmness during fruit
ripening of pepper strains with different firmness[C]//Proceedings of
the Second Council and Symposium of the 10th Chinese horticultur—

al society. Nanjing: Chinese Horticultural Society, 2007: 198.

=

—

—

_

—

[}

[23] LL, 2200, B8 2Rk, S5, YR R AR S @ BIE U 23 T HL

IS IE L], 3P B Fh, 2019, 17(8): 2705-2711.

TANG Hong, LI Na, ZENG Jiaoke, et al. Advances in molecular
mechanisms of phytohormone in regulating formation of fruit colour
[J]. Molecular Plant Breeding, 2019, 17(8): 2705-2711.

XU, EHENAE, TRV L, A5, BURIECA BRI UL AR
TR IFSE]. SR, 2020, 45(6): 333-336.

LIU Xin, HAN Lihua, ZHANG Xibei, et al. Optimizing the formula
for spicy marinade with fuzzy mathematical sensory evaluation|[]].
Food Science and Technology, 2020, 45(6): 333-336.

SMET K A G, LIN Y D, NAGY BV, et al. Cross—cultural variation
of memory colors of familiar objects[J]. Optics Express, 2014, 22
(26): 32308-32328.

HIDAKA S, SHIMODA K. Investigation of the effects of color on

judgments of sweetness using a taste adaptation method[J]. Multi—
sensory Research, 2014, 27(3/4): 189-205.

SRR, R, XK, L TR AL (Lycium barbarum L)
BRHEARBIFSEI]. A8 AL B2 42, 2017, 18(5): 991-1000.
YUAN Haijing, YUAN Hanmin, LIU Fei, et al. Study on bitter taste
character of wild Lycium barbarum L. in China[J]. Journal of Plant
Genetic Resources, 2017, 18(5): 991-1000.

FRu A, ek z, 2B, S, SRR ITH 5 bR 1 06 e AT 5]
R EAO R, 2015, 48(14): 2796-2805.

ZHENG Lijing, NIE Jiyun, LI Mingqiang, et al. Study on screening
of taste evaluation indexes for apple[J]. Scientia Agricultura Sinica,
2015, 48(14): 2796-2805.

SOLOMAKHIN A, BLANKE M M. Can coloured hailnets improve
taste (sugar, sugar: acid ratio), consumer appeal (colouration) and
nutritional value (anthocyanin, vitamin C) of apple fruit?[J]. LWT -
Food Science and Technology, 2010, 43(8): 1277-1284.

KAUSHIK N, GONDI A R, RANA R, et al. Application of fuzzy log—
ic technique for sensory evaluation of high pressure processed man—
go pulp and Litchi juice and its comparison to thermal treatment|]].
Innovative Food Science & Emerging Technologies, 2015, 32: 70—
78.

N T4R4E  SKEE
%5 B 89 :2020-10-19



